UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Howard Washington v. M. Uddin, M.D.

Washington v. Uddin, No. 2:22-CV-2272-DC-DMC-P (E.D. Cal. July 24, 2025) - No. 2:22-CV-2272-DC-DMC-
P - Decided July 25, 2025

SUMMARY

These Findings and Recommendations address Defendant M. Uddin’s unopposed motion for summary
judgment in Howard Washington’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning alleged deliberate indifference
to serious medical needs following injuries to his left eye. The court concludes that the undisputed
evidence does not establish deliberate indifference or causation attributable to Dr. Uddin and
recommends granting summary judgment on the Eighth Amendment claim. It also recommends

declining supplemental jurisdiction over any state-law negligence claim.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding pro se, brought an action under 42

U.S.C. § 1983 alleging deliberate indifference to serious medical
needs in violation of the Eighth Amendment and state-law negligence.
Defendant moved for summary judgment. Plaintiff did not oppose the
motion. The magistrate judge issued findings and recommendations
that summary judgment be granted and that supplemental jurisdiction

over any state-law claims be declined.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
56 when the pleadings and evidentiary materials show no genuine
dispute of material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The court viewed the evidence and reasonable
inferences in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, but
required the nonmoving party to identify specific evidence

establishing a genuine, material factual dispute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's Eighth Amendment deliberate-
indifference claim based on an alleged delay in follow-up ophthalmic care.

2. Whether Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's Eighth Amendment claim based on
changing and tapering his pain medication.

3. Whether the court should decline supplemental jurisdiction over any state-law negligence claim after
disposition of the federal claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment should be granted to Defendant because the undisputed evidence showed no

actionable delay attributable to Defendant and no evidence that any delay caused further injury.

2. Summary judgment should be granted to Defendant because the undisputed evidence did not show that
changing Plaintiff's prescription to Tylenol 3 or tapering pain medication was medically unacceptable or

undertaken in conscious disregard of an excessive risk to Plaintiff's health.

3. The court should decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over any state-law negligence claim
because no federal claim remained.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provide for summary judgment or summary adjudication when “the
pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with affidavits, if any,

show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment
as a matter of law.”” (at 1)

“Where the record taken as a whole could not lead a rational trier of fact to find for the non-moving party,

there is no ‘genuine issue for trial.”” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Washington received cataract surgery on his left eye on August 4, 2020, and was examined in follow-up on
August 6. On August 9, while the eye was still healing, his cellmate struck him in the left eye, causing severe

injury and loss of vision; he was taken the same day to UC Davis Medical Center for emergency surgery and



later follow-up care. Defendant Uddin obtained the outside medical records when they became available,
ordered an urgent follow-up appointment, substituted formulary pain medication for Norco, and later tapered the
medication after the plaintiff reported improved pain and the outside physician had prescribed narcotics for only
one week. Plaintiff presented no opposition or evidence showing that Uddin delayed necessary care, caused

further injury, or acted with deliberate indifference in managing pain medication.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Court screened the complaint and allowed the action to proceed only on Plaintiff's Eighth Amendment
medical-care claim against Defendant Uddin; Defendant Lynch was dismissed. Defendant answered, discovery
closed, and Defendant moved for summary judgment. The findings and recommendations recommend granting
the motion and declining supplemental jurisdiction over any remaining state-law negligence claim, subject to

objections and review by the assigned district judge.
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